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CLARIFICATION OF THE LAW RELATING TO ACCEPT- 
ANCE OF BUSINESS-REPLY MAIL 





TUESDAY, JANUARY 28, 1958 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON Post OFrrice AND CrIvit SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 
213, Old House Office Building, Hon. Robert W. Hemphill (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Hemphill (presiding), and Cretella. 

Also present: Charles E. Johnson, committee counsel. 

Mr. Hempuityi. The meeting will come to order. 

This subcommittee was appointed to consider H. R. 7909, a bill to 
clarify the law relating to the acceptance of business-reply cards and 
letters in business-reply envelopes, and for other purposes 

This bill amends the present law relating to business-reply cards and 
letters by limiting its application to matter not exceeding 1 ounce in 
weight. Present law permits use of business-reply cards and letters 
without regard to the weights involved. 

The purpose of the bill is to remove serious problems that have 
arisen in handling business-reply mailings. The law has been the 
subject of a wide variety of interpretations because it contains no 
standards or guidelines for its application. It has been extended to 
mailings of merchandise such as rolls of film, baby shoes, and samples, 
as well as letters, cards, and documents. 

Patrons of some post offices have alleged they are not permitted to 
use it for return of items identical to those which their competitors 
have returned to them at other post offices. 

The subcommittee held hearings on June 11, 1957, at which Post 
Office Department representatives testified that the Department 
incurs an average additional cost of 4 cents over and above regular 
postage collected for each business-reply mailing of over 1 ounce. 
The added cost results from the necessity of weighing, rating, and 
accounting for business-reply matter exceeding 1 ounce in weight. 
It is a costly and time-consuming process, tying down manpower that 
could be better used in other necessary postal activities. 

The volume has grown to tremendous proportions. In 1956 there 
were 379 million pieces of business-reply mail. Losses on these 
mailings contribute nearly three quarters of a million dollars annually 
to the postal deficit. 

In view of the extensive use of business-reply mail, as disclosed at 
last year’s hearings, the subcommittee decided to develop further 
information on the effect of the proposed change in the law on 
business enterprises which make use of this privilege. A canvass by 
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the National Council on Business Mail, Inc., of its more than 250 
members brought response from only one-fourth of its members. 
Of the replies, 62 percent favored H. R. 7909, 24 percent opposed, 
and 14 percent stated no position. The 24 percent replying in oppo- 
sition represents about 6 percent of total membership. 

As chairman of the subcommittee, last year I wrote each of the 
businesses which had expressed opposition, inviting their recommen- 
dations, and, if desired, testimony before this subcommittee. Again 
this month I extended the same invitation to those who had answered 
my previous letter. No individual or business has expressed the 
desire to appear and testify. 

The Post Office Department also has been requested to develop 
and submit pertinent information on its experience in administering 
the present law in the 20 largest post offices and a copy of the reply 
is at each member’s desk. 

The subcommittee has received letters relating to this legislation 
from Arp Nursery Co., Tyler, Tex.; Tension Enve elope Corp., “Kansas 
City, Mo.; Shipman-Ward Manufacturing Co., Chicago, Ill.; and 
Mellers Photo Service, Springfield, Mo. 

Without objection, these letters and the Post Office Department 
letter will be placed in the record following direct testimony we will 
receive from a member of our full committee and representatives of 
the Post Office Department this morning. 

H. R. 7909 as introduced, and the language of section 2 of the act 
ofjMay 29, 1928, the present business-reply law, will be placed in the 
record immediately following this statement. 

1 believe that the information developed in the subcommittee’s 
study, supplemented by these hearings, should enable the subcom- 
mittee to decide what action it desires to take on this legislation. 

The witnesses for the Post Office Department are Mr. Edwin A. 
Riley, Director, Postal Services Division, Bureau of Operations, and 
Mr. Wendell W. Campbell, Assistant General Counsel. 

Is there any objection to putting these letters into the record 
following the testimony of the witnesses? 

Mr. Crerevia. No. 

(H. R. 7909 and language of the present business-reply law follow. 
The letters appear at pp. 12-14.) 


[H. R. 7909, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To clarify the law relating to the acceptance of business reply cards and letters in business reply 
envelopes, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Siew? assembled, That section 2 of the Act of May 29, 1928 (45 
Stat. 940; 39 U. 303), is amended by inserting ‘‘not to exceed one ounce in 
weight,” ee the ‘second comma and the word “which” in the language of the 
section which precedes the first proviso. 


PRESENT Bustness-ReEpLY Law 
303. Business-reply cards and letters; prepayment, rate, and collection of postage; 


basis for determining allowance to post-office handling such cards and 
letters. 


Under such regulations as the Postmaster General may prescribe, it shall be 
lawful to accept for transmission in the mails without prepayment of postage 
business-reply cards and letters in business-reply envelopes, which have been 
sent out in the quantity and under the conditions he may establish, postage thereon 
at the regular rate, together with an additional postage charge of not more than 








ACCEPTANCE OF BUSINESS-REPLY MAIL 3 


2 cents on each such card and letter, to be collected on delivery: Provided, That 
for the purpose of fixing the compensation and allowances at first-, second-, and 
third-class offices credit shall be allowed only for the postage collected in addition 
to the regular rate on such cards and letters delivered at such offices: Provided 
further, That postmasters at offices of the fourth class shall be entitled to include 
in the amounts upon which their commissions on concellations are based the 
amount of postage chargeable at the regular rate on such cards and letters mailed 
at their offices. (May 29, 1928, ch. 856, sec. 2, 45 Stat. 940.) 

Mr. Cretetia. Before we get into the testimony, I want to ask a 
question. 

On page 1 of your statement, Mr. Chairman, in the last sentence 
of the second paragraph, you say 

Patrons of some post offices have alleged they are not permitted to use it for 
return of items identical to those which their competitors have returned to them 
at’other post offices. 

What does that mean, Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Jounson. Several individuals, including the L. & C. Mayer 
Co. of New York, have come in in person and indicated their belief 
that some of their competitors in other cities have been allowed to 
use the business-reply cover for the return of items such as catalogs, 
which their postmaster has not permitted them todo. In this spec ific 
case, the L. & C. Mayer Co. appare ntly has a competitor in Chicago 
which they say the postmaster in Chicago has allowed to have cat- 
alogs returned by business reply, whereas their own postmaster, in 
New York, does not feel that the law permits the return of catalogs. 

Mr. Creteia. It depends on the interpretation? 

Mr. Jounson. Right. 

Procter & Gamble probably do the biggest coupon business of any 
company in the world, but are not allowed the business-reply privilege, 
whereas they say one of their competitors, Lever Bros., is allowed by 
their post office to do it. This is due to obscurity in the present law. 
It doesn’t specify the guidelines or standards to help the postmasters 
in its application, and Mr. Riley has been trying for several years to 
get this cleared up. 

The result of Mr. Riley’s investigation of this has resulted in the 
Postmaster General’s proposal which is embodied in H. R. 7909. 

Mr. Crereitta. The purpose of this legislation is to rectify the 
misunderstanding and to have one ruling applicable to all the post 
offices. 

Mr. Hempniy. That is one of the purposes. 

All right, Mr. Campbell, you are going to testify. 

Mr. Camppett. Yes; Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF WENDELL W. CAMPBELL, ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


My name is Wendell W. Campbell, and I am Assistant General 
Counsel, Legislation Division, Post Office Department, and I wish to 
express, on behalf of the Post Office Department, our appreciation for 
the privilege of appearing before this committee to explain the need 
for this change in legislation. Mr. Chairman, I find that during the 
hearing on June 11, 1957, there was consent to the insertion of the 
letter from the Deputy Postmaster General to Hon. Sam Rayburn, 
dated April 2, 1957, transmitting the legislative proposal of the 
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Department. I would also like permission to insert in the record a 
copy of the legislative proposal submitted with that letter. 

Mr. Hempuityi. Without objection, it will be done. 

(The information is as follows:) 


A BILL To clarify the law relating to the acceptance of business-reply cards and letters in business-reply 
envelopes, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Act of May 29, 1928 (45 
Stat. 940; 39 U.S. C., See. 303), is amended by inserting ‘‘not to exceed one ounce 
in weight,’’ between the second comma and the word ‘‘which’’ in the language of 
the section which precedes the first proviso. 

Mr. CampsBe.u. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say that since the hearinz 
before this committee on June 11, 1957, representatives of the Depart- 
ment have been in consultation with members of the committee staff. 
I think that we have fully furnished the information that the staff 
has desired. 

At this time I have with me Mr. Edwin A. Riley, Director, Postal 
Services Division, Bureau of Operations, Post Office Department, who 
will answer any questions the committee may have with respect to 
this legislative proposal. 

Mr. Hempuiiu. Before I ask you any questions, do you reaffirm 
the testimony you gave at the hearing in June? Are there any 
changes in it at this time? 

Mr. Riney. No. 

Mr. Hempuiuu. Do you have any questions, sir? 

Mr. Cretretua. No. 

Mr. Hempurii. Will you give the subcommittee the latest infor- 
mation that you have on the volume of business-reply mailings and 
the approximate cost to the Post Office Department, over and above 
first-class postage paid on certain mailings. 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN A. RILEY, DIRECTOR, POSTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION, BUREAU OF OPERATIONS, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Ritey. The total pieces of mail handled under the business- 
reply privilege during fiscal year 1957 is 413 million. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, might I note that this is a 9-percent 
increase over the 1956 figure of 379 million? 

Mr. Ritzer. Now, of this total of 413 million, 21,800,000 pieces 
weighed in excess of 1 ounce. 

The estimated cost per piece of rating and collecting postage due 
on the pieces under 1 ounce was 2 cents each and for the pieces over 
1 ounce, 5.18 cents. 

I would like to mention that on July 1, the fee for handling business- 
reply pieces was raised by the Postmaster General, under authority 
contained in the present statute, from 1 cent to 2 cents, so that the 
actual picture has changed in that respect since we were here in June. 

The 2 cents would, as you can see, recoup the cost on pieces under 
1 ounce. 

Mr. Hempninyi. Let me interrupt you there. Has that changed 
the figure which you have given us for fiscal year 1956? That was a 
loss of a million or more dollars; wasn’t it? 

Mr. Rimny. For 1956 I believe I stated in my testimony that the 
cost of rating and collecting of postage due would run as high as 
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4 cents. Since then we have broken it down to the definite figure of 
5.18 cents for this year for each piece weighing over 1 ounce. 

Now for the pieces over 1 ounce, taking the 21,800,000 pieces at 
5.18 cents, it would cost $1,129,240 for collecting the postage due. 
The revenue at 2 cents which we are collecting would bring in $436,000, 
leaving a net loss of $693,240 for handling. 

However, if these are all averaged and we take the cost for both 
under and over 1 ounce, and apply them to the entire volume of 
413 million, it gives an average cost of 2.1 cents for handling 

Mr. Hempuity. As the volume increases, and we expect it to 
increase unless this inequity is corrected it will, of course, increase 
the cost? 

Mr. Ritey. Of course, we are running a deficit on the ones over 2 
ounces, and we do not recoup it on the pieces weighing 1 ounce or less. 
Actually, the net loss is there. 

However, the main thing we are interested in here is to get the 
administrative problems cleared up so the mailers will know what 
they can use this privilege for. We realize there is a financial con- 
sideration in arriving at a decision on the administrative features, 
but the thing that confronted us is the fact that it is not being adminis- 
tered uniformly throughout the service, and we feel it should be 
cleared up by legislation. 

Mr. JoHnson. Isn’t it sound business to allocate the cost and losses 
to the particular classes and subclasses of mails that incur the losses, 
so that when you say the pieces weighing in excess of 1 ounce incur a 
net loss of $693,240, at this time this is a loss on that specific group of 
mailings, no part of which should be charged to those who mail less 
than 1 ounce? The mailers who mail less than 1 ounce are paying 
their own way. If you average the losses on the pieces over 1 ounce 
across the board to the entire volume of business-reply mail, isn’t 
that, in effect, charging much of the loss on the over-l-ounce pieces 
to the mailings 1 ounce and under which, in fact, incur no loss? So 
it is correct to state that there is a net loss in mailings over 1 ounce, 
under the present statute, of $693,240 at the present time, even with 
your increase from 1 cent to 2 cents? 

Mr. Riney. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. So it is an important factor, dolarwise. 

Mr. Hempui.u. | have another question. 

You recall your letter of October 22, 1957, in response to our 
request for information as to your experience with regard to the 
business-reply privilege in 20 of the largest post offices. I will 
appreciate your discussing that letter and giving us your comments 
on the material developed in the letter. 

Mr. Ritry. We asked for information at 50 post offices, feeling we 
would obtain a better base than by limiting it to 20. 

Our survey developed the information that the business-reply 
privilege is being used on many things other than cards and letters 
in business- reply, envelopes. It is being used for the items that are 
listed in the letter. 

Those items are as follows: 

Films for processing, baby shoes for bronzing, dentures, medical 
specimens, eyeglasses, jewelry for repair, and written matter, which, 
of course, would be the letters. 


20889—58—pt. 2——-2 
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Mr. Crereiia. Where does the business-reply theory come in as 
far as the baby shoes are concerned? 

Mr. Riney. When this first came to my attention, along about 
1954, that was the question that occurred to me. The statute that 
exists now simply does not provide for these items to be mailed under 
the business-reply privilege, so I put this up to the General Counsel 
for the Department, and asked for an opinion as to whether the 
present law could be considered as authorizing the acceptance in the 
mails, without prepayment of postage, under the business-reply 
privilege, of catalogs or any other items of second-, third-, or fourth- 
class mail, such as magazines, books, or merchandise. 

The General Counsel for the Department gave me the opinion that 
from his viewpoint on the purposes of the law, the statute does not 
authorize the acceptance without prepayment of postage on catalogs 
or any other items of second-, third-, or fourth-class mail, such as 
magazines, books, or merchandise. These items listed in the letter 
are merchandise and, following the opinion of the General Counsel, 
we felt that we could not extend the use of the privilege to these items. 

However, the practice has become general. In fact, it was incor- 
porated in the 1948 edition of the Postal Laws and Regulations. 

Mr. Hempntiit. What is the book and page number and the section? 

Mr. Riney. Section 34.9, Postal Laws and Regulations, 1948, pages 
191-193. Subparagraph (m) entitled ‘Small Boxes or Cartons,” reads 
as follows: 

Small boxes or cartons may be distributed by opticians, dental laboratories, 

and others to their customers for use in returning eyeglasses or spectacles, dentures, 
etc., for repair or replacement. The boxes and cartons in such cases will bear the 
inscription, ‘‘Business reply box’’ and ‘‘First-class mail,’’ but otherwise will bear 
the same indicia as those prescribed for business-reply cards and envelopes. 
The “et cetera” in this regulation, led to the local postmasters per- 
mitting different items to be mailed. I felt that the practice had 
gotten so out of hand that it was necessary to use what legal methods 
we could to clarify the situation. 

After receiving the opinion from the General Counsel, and after 
making a thorough study, we decided that the best way to clear this 
up would be to submit it to Congress for reconsideration of the 1928 
law. 

Due to the fact that this regulation had been published and had 
been followed by so many mailers, we felt that we should not try to 
restrict it administratively, because it had gotten entirely too general. 
However, the regulation was not printed in the current Postal Manual. 

Our figures here show that these articles would consist of approxi- 
mately 21 million pieces a year, a sizable amount of mail. 

Mr. Crerevia. To get back to my original thought, I still do not 
have a clear statement as to how the same pair of glasses can be sent 
back using the business-reply privilege. Just how is it applicable? 
How does it work? 

Mr. Ritey. Do you mean “physically”? 

Mr. Crerewua. Yes. 

Mr. Ritey. They use a box that the regulation specifies, a small 
box, and use the business-reply label. 

Mr. Crereia. If I want to send my eyeglasses back to my optician, 
I would just pack them up and mail them in the regular mail. Where 
does the business-reply aspect come in there? 
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Mr. Ritny. The people who-grind the lenses, the people who supply 
the lenses, and possibly the frame, distribute the boxes. They dis- 
tribute them to the dealers with the business-reply label on the boxes, 
so that the local man simply drops your glasses in the box and puts it 
in the mail and the postage is collected from the central place, the 
repairman. 

In the case of dentures, a dentist takes the impression and puts it 
in the box and mails it to the laboratory and the business-reply label 
is placed right on the box. The label would be in effect a facsimile of 
the business-reply card, or envelope, such as this format here 
[indicating], which I will submit for the record to clarify what I am 
saying. 

Now there is no provision in the present statute for the business- 
reply label. It simply says “business-reply cards,’’ and ‘‘business- 
reply envelopes.” 

Mr. Hempuiiu. Actually, what happened was that in 1928, when 
this present statute was enacted, you contemplated it would be used 
as an advertising medium. That was the only concept, but, due to 
the fact that you had no interpretative regulations from the Post 
Office Department to put it into practice administratively, the prac- 
tice of sending all of this merchandise grew to considerable proportions. 
As a result, rather than to disrupt businesses that had come to rely on 
the practice, the Post Office Department in effect has left the matter 
in the discretion of the postmasters. Actually, there is really no 

rovision in the law permitting this practice, which has been more or 
co condoned by the Post Office Department. Under the bill before 
the subcommittee, with the amendments we have prepared, this 
practice would be permitted only within the reasonable limitations 
prescribed. 

Mr. Ritey. That is my understanding. The new statute would 
clear up the confusion entirely. 

Mr. Crete.ia. But would still permit the practice to continue, . 
except at higher rates? 

Mr. Ritey. Yes. It would give the Postmaster General authority 
to fix a fee which is entirely in line with the present authority he has 
to fix every other fee for any of the special postal services. 

Mr. Crere ia. But the practice of putting dentures or shoes for 
bronzing, or anything else like that, in the mails, with the postage 
being paid at the receiving end, would still continue? 

Mr. Riney. Yes, sir. We came originally with the proposal to 
limit it to 1 ounce. That would give effect to what we considered the 
present statute to mean. We have no objection to continuing the 
present practices if they are made legal by congressional approval. 

Mr. CreTevua. One of the items you mentioned in your letter of 
October 22 to Mr. Hemphill is ‘Films for processing.” I have never 
known of films being returned that way. I have a movie camera and 
I take the films and send them out to the Kodak people, and I pay my 
own postage on them. How does the film aspect work out? 

Mr. Riuey. As you can see from our letter, this is one of the most 
a aK! uses of the business-reply label. 

(r. Cretevua. That is why I raised the question. 

Mr. Rivsy. That practice is generally followed in many areas, for 
instance, in the case of local stores such as drugstores taking films for 
development. They do not have processing laboratories of their own, 
so they send the customer’s film to a central developer. The central 
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developing firm furnishes a business-reply label, and frequently a 
container of some kind, so that the local store simply places the film in 
the container and places it in the mail without paying the postage. 
The postage charged is borne by the central laboratory. rhat is a 
very popular use of this business-reply privilege. 

Mr. Crererta. Do you still think it is good practice to permit its 
continuation, rather than to require payment of the postage at time of 
mailing without the necessity of collecting it at the receiving end? 

Mr. Ritey. I think there is a very important principle involved 
here, which is why I am anxious to have it reconsidered. 

This is a departure from the principle that postage must be paid by 
the mailer, and in effect it is credit for postage, which is not permitted 
by the other statutes. 

We found that in most any kind of business nowadays, the business- 
man will obtain a permit to use the business-reply privilege. It 
enables them to send out envelopes to obtain information. It en- 
ables them to obtain mail from their representatives in the field, and 
so on, and have the postage paid from a central fund. 

I think this may become increasingly important if the Internal 
Revenue requires itemization of expense accounts. I think this is 
one item that the salesman will not be required to account for; it will 
be handled by a central office, and it is a very convenient practice. 

I would say, directly in answer to your question, it probably is a 
good practice, but it should be recognized that this is apt to grow and 
be quite an extensive practice and that it is a departure from the 
principle that all postage must be prepaid. It, in effect, allows credit 
for postage. The mail is transported and then the postage is collected. 

Originally, postage was paid at the receiving end. 

Mr. Creretua. Mr. Riley, I appreciate and understand the pur- 
pose of the legislation insofar as it attempts to clarify misunderstand- 
ing on the part of the various postmasters. 

The next question I get to is a computation made by you of the cost 
of 5.18 cents for anything over 1 ounce. 

I know that if this bill comes up someone may ask the question on 
how this cost is determined—there having been a constant hassle in 
this committee and on the floor in reference to the cost-analysis policy 
of the Post Office Department. 

Can you give us some idea as to how this 5.18-cent figure was arrived 
at? 

Mr. Ritey. The 5.18 was furnished us by our cost-analysis pcople. 
My understanding is that it was arrived at by an actual study of the 
time required to rate the parcel for the amount of postage that would 
be charged on it. By that, I mean the actual time spent in weighing 
an item and computing the postage on it, and then collecting that 
postage. The collection is made in two ways; either by deducting the 
amount to be charged from an advance deposit maintained by the 
mailer, or by actually calling upon the mailer and delivering the article 
to him and collecting the money at the time of delivery. 

The reason that 5.18 is so much larger than 2 cents is because the 
items received under 1 ounce are ordinarily cards or letters which can 
be counted very quickly. There is no weighing required. 

Mr. Crerexxa. You feel, then, with this amendment, and with the 
authority given to the Postmaster General to adjust the charges, that 
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we, in presenting this legislation, can justify the cost of 5.18 cents for 
handling items over 1 ounce? 

Mr. Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. That is the average cost, based on actual counts and 
other valid costing procedures. 

Mr. Creretia. Of course, we got into cost ascertainment very 
seriously and still there was not a completely clear showing of how costs 
were determined. 

Mr. Ritey. You were referring to the amendment as proposed 
here, weren’t you? 

Mr. Cretetua. Yes, which gives the Postmaster General the right 
to prescribe the charges to cover the extra costs. 

Mr. Rruny. Yes. I would like to say I think this is a very fine 
treatment of this subject. This would make it possible for post- 
masters to administer this very uniformly. I can see no administra- 
tive problem with this amendment. 

The cost that we would charge would be based on our actual study 
of operating costs. 

The Postmaster General now has authority to fix fees on every 
special service except this one. 

Mr. Crereua. | have nothing further. 

Mr. Hempnuiiu. I think that anticipates my next question, to some 
extent, regarding the proposed language of the amendment. 

Mr. Rivry. I| have discussed this proposed language generally with 
the Assistant Postmaster General, John M. McKibben, of the Bureau 
of Operations, and Dr. Raines and Dr. Moyer, of the Postal Rate 
Division of the Bureau of Finance. 

The proposal also has been discussed with representatives of the 
Bureau of Personnel. 

The Department is in agreement with the proposal. It is the under- 
standing of the Department that by the repeal of the first proviso of 
section 2 of the act of May 29, 1928, it is the intent to continue the 
practice of the Department to allow the postmaster where the collec- 
tion is made to receive credit for the postage and the additional charge. 

The second proviso of section 2, which will be repealed, is obsolete. 

Mr. Hempurii. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Creretia. I have nothing further. 

Mr. Hempuiiy. This letter of August 2, 1957, should be made a 
part of the record, with the reply of the Department dated October 22, 
1957, unless there is objection. 

Mr. Crereuua. Yes, it should. 

Mr. Hempuiuti. And I think we had better put this table in the 
record as part of his testimony. 

(The letter and table follow: ) 

House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON Post OFFICE AND CIvIL SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., August 2, 1987. 
Epwin A. RILEy, 
Director, Postal Services Division, Bureau of Ope rations, 
Post Office Department, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Ritey: There has come to the attention of the subcommittee which 
was appointed to consider H. R. 7909, a bill to clarify the law relating to the 
acceptance of business-reply cards and letters in business-reply envelopes, infor- 
mation indicating that the business-reply privilege under the act of May 29, 1928, 


has been interpreted and applied in many different ways by various postmasters, 
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resulting in denial of this privilege in many instances to certain mailers, although 
other mailers, with no greater entitlement, are using the privilege. 

It is requested that the Post Office Department furnish the subcommittee 
information with respect to the interpretation of the 1928 act, and the administra- 
tion thereof, in the 20 largest post offices, or in such number of major post offices 
as may be deemed appropriate, with specific reference to (1) classes of mailings 
sent under business-reply label, (2) the volume of each such class of mailings, 
(3) revenues derived from each such class of mailings, and (4) approvals and 
denials of requests of mailers for use of the business-reply privilege according to 
the class of mailings concerned. 

The foregoing enumeration is not intended to be restrictive, and any additional 
information that will throw light on the subject will be welcomed by the subcom 
mittee. Also, it is realized that it may not be practicable to obtain the exact 
items of information suggested, in which event it is hoped that the best possible 
data along these lines will be provided. 

Your cooperation in furnishing this information will be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert W. HEMPHILL, 
Chairman of the Subcommittee. 


OcTOBER 22, 1957. 
Hon. Rospert W. HempPui.t, 
Chairman of the Subcommittee, 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HEMPHILL: Further reference is made to your request of 
August 2 for information regarding the interpretation and administration of the 
act of May 29, 1928, in the largest post offices. 

A survey made of the 50 largest post offices reveals that there are 10,216,044 
pieces of business-reply mail weighing in excess of 1 ounce received at those offices 
annually. The revenue on these pieces, including postage at 3 cents per ounce 
plus 2 cents each piece, would be $1,528,576.40 annually. 

All business-reply mail is charged with first-class postage plus 2 cents. The 
survey showed that the following items were being transmitted under cover of 
sealed business-reply envelopes or in cartons bearing a business-reply label: 





Number | Percent 
Films for processing 1, 551, 510 15, 187 
Baby shoes for bronzing. 534, 708 5, 234 
Dentures é ‘ ‘ 945, 801 9, 258 
Medical specimens. _. : , . 982, 275 9. 616 
Eyeglasses__. ; 408, 540 3. 999 
Jewelry for repair... ma > ; 4153, OR2 4. 435 
Written matter_. 5, 340, 028 52. 271 

Total a “ide i. 10, 216, 044 100 


Film mailings consist for the most part of exposed film sent to a processing 
center together with written instructions for development and printing. Some 
mailings are sent from individuals but many others are consolidated mailings 
from a local retailer to the processor. Weight of individual mailings fluctuates 
from 2.5 to 10 ounces. 

Baby shoes transmitted with order for bronzing and instructions to make into 
book ends, ash trays, or other novelty item weigh from 3 to 6 ounces. 

Molds for dentures are being sent from dentists to laboratories. Weights vary 
from 6 to 18 ounces. A minimum of written matter accompanies these mailings. 

Many insurance firms are providing doctors with small tubular containers in 
which to transmit urine specimens and examination reports. Other mailings con- 
tain blood specimens. These pieces weigh 3 to 6 ounces. 

Eyeglasses are being transmitted in small boxes from opticians to laboratories 
for replacement or repair. These usually weigh 2 to 5 ounces. 

Jewelers are sending watches, watch dials, bands, and other items of jewelry to 
repair centers in envelopes or small containers. Weight of such mailings ranges 
from 2 to 4 ounces. This is a relatively new adaptation of the business-reply 
privilege which had not come to attention until the survey. 
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Many firms, banks, and other organizations are supplying their branch offices 
or local retail outlets with large business-reply envelopes with which to transmit 
daily reports, records, data, orders for merchandise and other written materials 
to a central office. Some accounting firms have furnished such envelopes to their 
clients in which to transmit, usually on a weekly basis, data with which to main- 
tain bookkeeping records. Insurance policies are also being sent from branches 
to headquarters offices. A bank in California is having other banks return checks 
in packages weighing as much as 25 pounds. 

Postmasters report that in many instances a firm will obtain a permit to dis- 
tribute business-reply envelopes without divulging the purpose of use. In other 
cases they may have had a permit for a long time before using it for one of these 
purposes. It is difficult at times to deny the privilege to an applicant when he 
shows that his competitor has been using the privilege at another post office. 
Only 30 requests for use of the business-reply privilege were denied in the past 
year at the 50 post offices. Most denials were for proposals to have third- and 
fourth-class mail returned at the third- or fourth-class rates. It will be noted 
that most of the mailings which would be affected by H. R. 7909 are being sent 
between businesses, that is, from retailer to wholesaler, branch office to head- 
quarters, etc. 

A comparison of the results of the survey with cost ascertainment data at the 
same post offices reveals that not more than 4 percent of the business-reply maii 
weighs over an ounce. However, the cost of handling this small percentage of 
the mail is greatly increased by time required to weigh the individual pieces and 
compute the correct amount of postage to be collected on delivery. Computa- 
tion of postage on other first-class mailings is ordinarily done by the mailer before 
he deposits the matter in the mails. 

We hope the foregoing information will be helpful. If additional information 
is desired, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwin A. RILEy, 
Director, Postal Services Division. 


Business REPLY 


Volume 


Fiscal year | Fiscal year 








1956 | 1957 
Total pieces 378, 000,000 | 413, 000, 000 
Pieces weighing over 1 ounce each___. 20, 000, 000. | 21, 800, 000 
Pieces weighing 1 ounce or less. 358, 000, 000 391, 200, 000 
Costs 
Estimated cost per piece of rating and collecting postage due: 
l ounce or less ce eect ee $0. 02 


Over 1 ounce. ____ * ; wth xy re bardbl . 0518 


Totals: 
1 ounce or less (391,200,000 X 2 cents) _ ba: £ . _... $7, 824, 000 
Fees, at 2 cents___- ee ape ; re i Set Te ae 


Net loss_-_- : : . cst ee Nil 
Over 1 ounce (21,800,000 X 5.18 cents) RE peered uel 1, 129, 240 
Revenue, at 2 cents___ See : 436, 000 

Not 3008. occ adees Sart BeBe oo Lb es Perper 693, 240 


Mr. Hemepnity. Mr. Campbell, would you like to supplement Mr. 
Riley’s testimony or your previous testimony? 

Mr. Campse tt. I have nothing further to add. 

Mr. Hempuityi. Mr. Beckworth, a member of our full committee, 
desires to present a statement on this legislation. 
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Mr. Beckwortnu. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call attention to the 
representations which have been made by officials of the Arp Nursery, 
a concern producing in east Texas. These people are very experi- 
enced and reasonable. I trust the subcommittee will give very 
careful attention and consideration to the statements of the officials 
of the Arp Nursery. 

(The letters referred to at p. 2 follow:) 


Arp Nursery Co., WHOLESALE GROWERS, 
Tyler, Tex., August 28, 1957. 
Subject: H. R. 7909. 
Hon. Ronert W. Hempuitt, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN HempuiLu: We are honored by August 5 letter regarding 
time for appearance, testimony, or statement for the record. 

This bill limiting business-reply mail to 1 ounce in weight is not such a vital 
subject to Arp Roses, Inc., or Arp Nursery Co., as to justify exceptional objection 
since practically all of our postage-collect replies are l-page orders and remit- 
tances weighing less than 1 ounce. 

However, since this is first-class matter, and since postage is charged by 
weight, and since additional collection fee is secured by the Post Office Depart- 
ment, I don’t see the need for the legislation. I would be against limiting the 
weight of the first-class mail. 

The nurserymen I talked to are the mailers of the beautiful spring catalogs. 
They want a consistent postal policy regulated by Congress, and they want 
postal rates regulated by Congress. The catalogs they mail and the resulting 
orders that travel by parcel post are both a burden in one way and additional 
business in another way to the Post Office Department. 

These nurserymen don’t expect their goods or their catalogs to travel at public 
expense. They expect postal employees to earn a fair wage for fair work in a 
reasonably efficient department. They will complain when the packages get 
smaller, the service rougher and slower, and the cost greater without improving. 

The nurserymen would probably say that delivery zones should be added 
to the addresses for first-class mail. The first-class inquiry by letter or card 
is the source of the address that is placed on the catalog and on the parcel-post 
merchandise. 

Chairman Hemphill, if my opinions would be of any service to your sub- 
committee, [ shall welcome any suggestion or request. 

Sincerely, 
CLARK KIpp. 


Arp Roses, Inc., home gardeners—Customers, active 


Number Number Percent not 
Delivery zones counted | zoned zoned 
stencils 

Dallas ; 396 178 56 
New Orleans 73 10 47 
St. Louis 46 | 39 15 
Baltimore 34 31 9 
Austin 156 45 71 


Arp Nursery customers—retail nurseries, florists, dealers 


Number | Number Percent not 
Delivery zones counted | zoned | zoned 

stencils | 

| | 
Dallas- - . 49 | 14 71 
New Orleans- 15 | g | 46 
St. Louis pi | 10 | 6 40 
Baltimore 5 | 3 40 
Austin_. 10 | 3 | 70 
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TENSION ENVELOPE CorpP., 
Kansas City, Mo., July 10, 1957. 
Re H. R. 7909. 
Hon. Rosert W. HEMPHILL, 
House of Representatives Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: The bill which would impose a 1-ounce limit on the use of business- 
reply cards and letters which is now before the House committee is most disturbing. 
There are many industries in general and one in particular which would be very 
radically affected by such limitations. 

The direct-mail photo finishing business has grown to be a big industry during 
the past 10 to 15 years and has done so because of the convenience of doing 
business by mail. Most photo finisher’s provide their prospective customers or 
customers with business reply envelopes in which roll film is mailed back to the 
finisher for processing. Naturally 1 exposed roll of film will weigh more than 
another and in almost every case, the total weight is more than the 1l-ounce 
limitation proposed. 

I am also sure if the committee members had ever supervised field salesmen, 
they would also be reluctant to consider such a bill. During the past few years it 
has become a general practice for firms employing field salesmen to provide them 
with business reply envelopes in which their daily or weekly activity or call reports 
and orders are to be sent in to the general office. Salesmen, as you are no doubt 
aware, must complete the necessary paper work after they return, usually to their 
hotels or motels in the evenings. If they must keep sufficient postage on their 
person or be required to look for postage after regular business hours, reports are 
usually late and business slows down in general. 

I also question the advisability of such a limitation because of the mailer who 
provides his customer or prospect with such a business reply envelope has no way 
of knowing or actually controlling the amount of material which the customer or 
prospect places in the envelope to return to the mailer. It appears to me that the 
limitation of 1 ounce would require equal if not more, policing than is presently 
carried out by the Post Office Department. 

Cordially yours, 
D. Rospert BoNEBRAKE, 
Advertising and Sales Promotion Manager. 


SHIPMAN-WARD MANUFACTURING Co., 
Chicago, Ill., August 19, 1957. 
In re H. R. 7909 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Mr. Robert W. Hemphili, chairman of the subcommittee.) 


Dear Mr. Hempuiy: Thank you for your letter of August 5, in which you in- 
vite Shipman- Ward to present its comments in regard to postal regulations under 
H. R. 7909. 

As it will not be possible for someone from Shipman- Ward to appear in Congress, 
you may use the contents of this letter for your records. 

We at Shipman-Ward do not feel that the change as proposed in H. R. 7909 
would affect our use or distribution of the business-reply envelopes. We under- 
stand that the change will effect a savings in the Post Office Department and of 
course we would be more than happy to cooperate in every way possible. 

Sincerely, 
Steve Kantor, Vice President. 
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MELLERS PHOTO SERVICE, 
Springfield, Mo., January 25, 1958. 
Hon. Ropert W. HEMPHILL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Srr: It has come to my attention that there are to be hearings before 
the subcommittee concerning bill H. R. 7909 which I feel would be very detri- 
mental to our business. I fail to see what possible benefit this bill could be to 
the postal department. After all, we pay a 2 cents per envelope penalty plus the 
regular full first-class rate. 

We employ 25 people and are the third largest user of postage in the city of 
Springfield, Mo. Our growth from a one-man shop has been possible only with 
the use of business-reply envelopes and the resulting better mail service to our 
dealers and direct customers. 

Many of our friends in the photo industry use the business-reply envelopes for 
the very same reasons. The l-ounce restrictions on business-reply mail would 
most certainly cut postal revenues. And I fail to see how cutting the post office 
revenues could be the answer to the Post Office Department problems. 

I would appreciate your comments on this bill. 

Sincerely, 
J. E. MEuuERs. 


(Thereupon, at 10:50 a. m., the subcommittee went into executive 
session.) 


x 








